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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Applicants submit this Amendment, in reply to the Office Action mailed December 
1 1 , 2006. In this Amendment, Applicants amend claims 24, 30, 33, and 39 to improve 
clarity and to better define their invention. With this Amendment, Applicants also add 
new claims 42-57. The originally filed specification, claims, abstract, and drawings fully 
support the amendments to claims 24, 30, 33, and 39, as well as the addition of claims 
42-57. No new matter has been added. Claims 24-57 remain pending in this 
application. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 24, 25, 28-32, 33, 34, and 
37-41 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over U.S. Patent No. 6,355,126 to 
Qgawa ("Ogawa"). Further, the Examiner rejected claims 26, 27, 35, and 36 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Qgawa in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 5,281 ,289 to Debroche et al. ("Debroche"). 

Claims 24 and 33 have been amended to recite a "laying unit comprising a 
presser element configured to translate between a first position and a second position 
across a portion of a strip segment after application of the strip segment on the toroidal 
support." Support for these amendments can be found in the Applicants' specification 
at, for example, page 11, line 19, through page 12, line 25; page 13, lines 15-25; page 
15, lines 21-25; and Figures 2-4. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Applicants respectfully traverse Examiner's rejection of claims 24, 25, 28-32, 33, 
34, and 37-41 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Ogawa and the rejection 
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of claims 26, 27, 35, and 36 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ogawa and further in view of Debroche. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 24 and 33 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), Ogawa 
does not teach or suggest the claimed "laying unit including a presser element 
configured to translate between a first position and a second position across a portion of 
a strip segment during application of the strip segment on the toroidal support," as 
recited in amended claims 24 and 33. (Emphasis added). In the June 22, 2005 Office 
Action, the Examiner alleged that Ogawa discloses "a laying unit (63 in figs. 3-7) for 
applying the strips (apparently corresponding to ribbon piece 33) onto the toroidal 
support (apparently corresponding to rigid core 13) at a preset angle." June 22, 2005 
Office Action at page 3. 

Even if the Examiner's characterization of Ogawa is correct, and Applicants do 
not concede that it is, no portion of press mechanism 63 in Ogawa traverses ribbon 
piece 33 during application to rigid core 13. Instead, Ogawa discloses "causing the 
ribbon piece 33 to contact the outer peripheral surface of the rigid core [13] and 
deforming the press mechanism 63 as shown in Fig. 5. The leaf spring 72 then 
functions like an automobile wiper blade , and serves to urge the ribbon piece 33 in 
conformity with the outer peripheral surface of the rigid core M3.1" Col. 10, lines 8-13 
(emphasis added). Therefore, leaf spring 72 of press mechanism 63 does not translate 
across ribbon piece 33 or rigid core 1 3. Accordingly, Ogawa fails to teach or suggest 
the claimed "laying unit comprising a presser element configured to translate between a 
first position and a second position across a portion of a strip segment after application 
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of the strip segment on the toroidal support," as recited in amended claims 24 and 33. 
(Emphasis added). 

Concerning the Examiner's rejection of claims 26, 27, 35, and 36 as being 
unpatentable over Ogawa and further in view of Debroche, the Examiner has applied 
these references as in the June 22, 2005 Office Action. See June 22, 2005 Office 
Action, page 4, H 2. In particular, the Examiner asserted that Debroche teaches "tire 
reinforcement structures." June 22, 2005 Office Action at page 5. Such teachings, 
however, even if present in Debroche, fail to overcome the above-noted shortcomings 
of Ogawa. Claims 26 and 27 and claims 35 and 36, therefore, are also allowable at 
least due to their dependence from claims 24 and 33, respectively. 

New Claims 42-57 

Applicants respectfully submit that new claims 42-57 are allowable over Ogawa 
and Debroche at least because Ogawa and Debroche fail to teach or suggest all of the 
limitations of claims 42-57. An apparatus according to any of claims 42-57 includes "a 
second angular actuation device configured to generate relative rotation between one of 
the plurality of strip segments and the toroidal support . . . , the relative rotation being 
about an axis of correction substantially radial to the geometric axis of rotation of the 
toroidal support; . . . and wherein the second angular actuation device is mechanically 
connected to the toroidal support to rotate the toroidal support angularly about the axis 
of correction." 

Neither Ogawa nor Debroche teaches or suggests an angular actuation device 
"mechanically connected to the toroidal support to rotate the toroidal support angularly 
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about" "an axis of correction substantially radial to the geometric axis of rotation of the 
toroidal support." The only angular actuation device mechanically connected to the 
toroidal core of Ogawa's apparatus rotates the toroidal core around its geometric axis of 
rotation, not around an axis substantially radial to the geometric axis of rotation. Col. 6, 
II. 45-63. Similarly, Debroche indicates that the rigid core of the machine disclosed 
therein rotates around its geometric axis of rotation (col. 5, II. 21-22), but Debroche does 
not teach or suggest rotating the rigid core around an axis substantially radial to its 
geometric axis of rotation. 

Claim Scope 

In discussing the specification and claims in this Amendment, it is to be 
understood that Applicants are in no way intending to limit the scope of the claims to 
any exemplary embodiments described in the specification or abstract and/or shown in 
the drawings. Rather, Applicants believe that Applicants are entitled to have the claims 
interpreted broadly, to the maximum extent permitted by statute, regulation, and 
applicable case law. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicants submit that this claimed invention, 
as amended, is neither anticipated nor rendered obvious in view of the prior art 
references cited against this application. Applicants therefore respectfully request the 
Examiner's reconsideration of the application, and the timely allowance of the pending 
claims. 

Please grant any extensions of time required to enter this response and charge 
any additional required fees to our deposit account 06-0916. 



Respectfully submitted, 

FINNEGAN, HENDERSON, FARABOW, 
GARRETT & DUNNER, LLP. 



Dated: May 11, 2007 




Neil T. Powell 
Reg. No. 45,020 
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